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WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 19 February 2008 and 19 March 2008 . 
2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 15. 18-19. 26-31. and 77-84 is/are rejected. 
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8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 02/19/2008 and 03/19/2008 has been entered. 

Applicant's Response 

In Applicant's Responses dated 02/19/2008 and 03/19/2008, Applicant amended claims 
15, 18, 19 and 26-31, added claims 77-84, cancelled claims 1-4, 16-17, 20-25 and 32-76, and 
argued against all rejections previously set forth in the Office Action dated 09/19/2007. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 30 and 84 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/61 9,1 74 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2176 

art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. 

Dependent claims 30 and 84 contains the limitation "wherein the contents of the second 
window are substantially identical to only a first subset of contents of the first window". There 
is no mention in the original Specification of wherein the contents of the second window are 
substantially identical to only a first subset of contents of the first window. 

If the Examiner has overlooked the portion of the original Specification that describes 
this feature of the present invention, the Applicant should point it out (by page number and line 
number) in the response to this Office Action. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 77-81 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claims 77-81 recites the limitation "the controller" in the current claim language. There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. Claim 3 1 is directed to "a tangible computer readable medium". 
According to the specification, page 8 paragraph 31, recites, "communication media typically 
embodies a modulated data signal, such as a carrier wave". Signals, as a medium is not one of 
statutory subject matter. 

Based upon the cited portion of the Specification, it is unclear whether the "tangible" 
computer readable medium comprises the data signal/carrier wave. Thus, adding the term 
"tangible" to the claim language does not overcome the 101 rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 15, 26, 29 -31, 77, 83 and 84 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Johnson et al (Remote Desktop Environments Reflected in Local Desktop 
Windows, March 1, 1993), hereinafter "Johnson". 

For the convenience of the Applicant, the Examiner has pointed out particular references contained in the prior 
art(s) of record in the body of this action. Although the specified citations are representations of the teachings in 
the art and are applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures may apply 
as well. The Applicant should consider the entire reference(s) as applicable as to the limitations of the claims. 
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As to independent claims 15, 31, and 77, Johnson teaches a method comprising: 

displaying in a first window on a first display device (page 421 - remote workstation's 
desktop environment) operative ly connected to a control device (page 421 - remote 
workstation's desktop environment (Local Area Network, "LAN"); 

displaying a second window on a second display device separate from the first display 
device (page 421 - local workstation displaying the remote desktop environment in a local 
window), the second display device operatively connected to the control device (LAN); 

displaying a region on the second display device separate from the second window (page 
421 & 423, Figure 2 - local desktop), wherein contents on the region are not displayed on the 
first display device; 

updating the first window of the first display device by dragging content from the region 
on the second display device to the second window (page 424 & 425 - taught as a file object be 
moved or copied from a local workstation to remote workstation by dragging and dropping 
objects from the local workstation to the remote desktop environment in the local window 
displayed on the local workstation). 

As to dependent claim 26, Johnson teaches dragging content from the second window to 
the region on the second display device (page 424 & 425 - taught as a file object be moved or 
copied from a local workstation to remote workstation by dragging and dropping objects from 
the local workstation to the remote desktop environment in the local window displayed on the 
local workstation). 
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As to dependent claims 29, 30, 83 and 84, Johnson teaches wherein contents of the 
second window are substantially identical to contents of the first window (page 421 - the second 
window on the second display device is a remote desktop environment, which is a mirror of the 
desktop of the remote workstation). It is noted that a subset can be equivalent to a set and 
therefore can consist of all elements of a set. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 18, 19, 78, 79 and 80 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Johnson in view of Sigona et al (5694150), hereinafter "Sigona". 

As to dependent claims 18 and 78, Johnson teaches dragging content from the region. 
While Johnson does not forcefully teach the method of which an electronic pen is used for 
dragging the object, one skilled in the art can infer that the use of an input device is present in 
Johnson's teachings. Sigona teaches a pen as a known pointing/input device (column 1 lines 34- 
37). 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have incorporated the use of a pen as a user input device to allow ease of dragging and dropping 
files on a screen and for providing a pointing coordinate. 

As to dependent claims 19 and 79, Johnson teaches dragging content from one region to 
another location. Johnson further teaches actions performed on the remote desktop environment 
displayed in a window on the local workstation require interpreting to correspond accordingly 
(page 422). While it is reasonable for one of skill in the art to include mapping of coordinates 
from one region to a remote region, Johnson however does not forcefully teach wherein the step 
of dragging comprises determining at least a first coordinate of the second display device and 
mapping the first coordinate to a corresponding coordinate of the first display device. Sigona 
teaches determining at least a first coordinate of the second display device and mapping the first 
coordinate to a corresponding coordinate of the first display device (column 4 lines 58-68, 
column 9 line 55 through column 10 line 4). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined the teachings of Johnson with the mapping of Sigona to provide a smooth 
transition of information from one region to a remote location. 

As to dependent claim 80, Johnson teaches dragging content from the second window to 
the region on the second display device (page 424 & 425 - taught as a file object be moved or 
copied from a local workstation to remote workstation by dragging and dropping objects from 
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the local workstation to the remote desktop environment in the local window displayed on the 
local workstation). 

Claims 27, 28, 81, and 82 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Johnson in view of Sigona in further view of Herndon et al (6249290 Bl), hereinafter 
"Herndon". 

As to dependent claims 27, 28, 81 and 82, Johnson in view of Sigona teaches the 
method of claim 18. However Johnson in view of Sigona fails to teach magnifying at least a 
portion of content in the region on the second display device with said electronic pen and 
wherein the portion magnified includes information associated with a location of the pointing 
device with the region. Herndon teaches magnifying at least a potion of content in the region of 
the second display device using an input device (column 5 lines 1-13 - Herndon teaches 
zooming in on objects in response to a mouse or keyboard) and wherein the portion magnified 
includes information associated with a location of the pointing device with the region (column 2 
lines 21-29). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Johnson and Sigona with the zooming engine of Herndon to allow 
users to review available resources from a broad perspective and then focus with greater detail 
on particular resources. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 15 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection as necessitated by the amendment. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andrea N. Long whose telephone number is 571-270-1055. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Thurs 6:00 am to 3:00 pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doug Hutton can be reached on 571-272-4137. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Andrea Long 
April 8, 2008 

l(Doug Hutton/ 
Doug Hutton 
Supervisory Primary Examiner 
Technology Center 2100 



